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Affirmed in part and dismissed in part by unpublished per curiam
opinion.
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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Plaintiffs appeal the district court's order denying their motions for
a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction, for class cer-
tification, and for appointment of counsel. We affirm in part, and dis-
miss in part.

To the extent that Plaintiffs appeal the denial of a temporary
restraining order, such a denial is not immediately appealable and
must be dismissed as interlocutory. See Virginia v. Tenneco, Inc., 538
F.2d 1026, 1029-30 (4th Cir. 1976). To the extent that they appeal the
denial of preliminary injunctive relief, we have reviewed the record
and the district court's order and find no abuse of discretion. We
therefore affirm. See South Carolina Dep't of Wildlife & Marine
Resources v. Marsh, 866 F.2d 97, 99 (4th Cir. 1989) (providing stan-
dard).

As to Plaintiffs' motion for class certification, we find that the dis-
trict court did not abuse its discretion in denying this motion, and
accordingly, we affirm. See Simmons v. Poe, 47 F.3d 1370, 1380 (4th
Cir. 1995) (providing standard).
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Finally, as to the denial of Plaintiffs' motion for appointment of
counsel, this court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28
U.S.C. § 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and collateral orders,
28 U.S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial
Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949). A denial of a motion for
appointment of counsel is neither a final order nor an appealable
interlocutory or collateral order. See Miller v. Simmons, 814 F.2d 962,
967 (4th Cir. 1987). Accordingly, it must be dismissed as interlocu-
tory.

We therefore affirm in part, and dismiss in part. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument would not
aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED IN PART; DISMISSED IN PART
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